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Remarks 

Claims 1-28 arc pending in the present application. Claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 39-21, and 28 
were examined and stand rejected, and claims 2, 5-12, i 4-1 S, and 22-2? were withdrawn item 
consideration, By this amendment, claims 13 and 28 have been amended, support being .found 
for these amendments in at least FIGs. 1-4 of the present application. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections and request reconsideration in light of the 
remarks thai follow. 

it is first noted once again that claims 2, 5-12, 14-18. and 22-2? were withdrawn from 
consideration as allegedly being drawn to a distinct species. Applicant again asserts that because 
all the independent claims, which are generic to all of the alleged species, are in condition for 
allowance as will be set forth more fully below, claims 2, 5-12, and 14-3 8 are allowable at least 
due to their dependence upon the allowable generic claims and should be rejoined. 

Claims I, 3. 4, 33 and 39-21 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kamp (U.S. Patent No. 4,899,025) in view of Ito et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 5,379,021). 
Applicant respectful iverses tig ejection for the following reasons. 

The present Office Action, in rejecting claims 1, 3, 4, 13, and 39-23, again appears to 
only address the specific claimed elements of claims 19-21, as well as claim 33 somewhat 
obliquely. Accordingly, Applicant will address ail of the rejected claims based on what may be 
inferred from the specific rejections and past Office Actions. 

Independent claim 1 features, among oilier things, "an inductive coupling assembly 
including an inductive coupling sleeve coupled to a first end of a cable assembly, the inductive 
coupling sleeve having a secondary cod positioned therein and electrically coupled with the cable 
assembly," in the present rejection. Kamp is alleged to teach all of the elements of claim 1 
except for the claimed "inductive coupling sleeve?" As argued in previous responses, however, 
Kamp does not teach all of the claimed elements it is asserted as teaching. As an example, Kamp 
does not disclose a cable assembly. The connections 1 1 disclosed by Kamp are merely supply 
lines and do not constitute a cable assembly . 

Further with respect to Ito et ah, although teaching a inductive coupler, this reference 
does not teach or suggest "an inductive coupling sleeve coupled to a first end of a cable 
assembly, the inductive coupling sleeve having a secondary coil positioned therein and 
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electrically coupled with the cable assembly.'' Although the present Office Action characterizes 
the movable inner case 2 of I to et at as an 'inductive coupling sleeve" this characterization is 
not consistent with the teachings of I to et ah Rather, the element 2 in Ito et ai. is a movable inner 
case 2 with two secondary cores 3, 4 and windings 5. The inner case 2 is, in turn, housed and 
moved within a stationary outer case 1 and combination of the two eases 1 and 2 define a 
receptacle for a primary coil case 6 to be inserted therein. The assembly further includes a 
complex assembly of either springs, racks* or gears (See f igs, 8. 9, 1 1 . and 12} to bring the cores 
3, 4 together as the primary coil case 6 is inserted into the cases L 2. . This entire assembly is 
not tire same as a cable assembly having a coupling sleeve. Furthermore, the secondary coils 5 of 
Ito et ah are not distinctly part of a cable assembly or positioned within coupling sleeve as 
featured in claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant submits that Ito et ah fails to teach the elements of 
the present chum it is alleged to teach. 

Moreover, Applicant respectfully submits that the asserted motivation to combine is not 
based on convincing reasoning. Recognizing that rationale to combine do not necessarily need to 
be stated in the prior art and can be different from Applicant's rationale, the presented rationale 
still must be based on convincing reasoning (See MPEP §2144). That is, the strongest rationale 
tor combining references is a recognition, expressly or impliedly in the prior art or drawn from a 
convincing line of reasoning based on established scientific principles or legal precedent, that 
some advantage or expected beneficial result would have been produced by their combination. 
The stated reason to "reduce production costs" is not convincing since it would be evident that 
the addition of a complex assembly, such as that of Ito et ah. would in fact raise the production 
cost of the assembly of Kamp, not reduce the production cost. Sound reasoning is that the more 
parts added to assembly will only increase the cost to produce that assembly, not reduce the cost. 

Also, If the Office Action perhaps intended to assert the combination may reduce 
operational costs by eliminating the need to replace an entire assembly in the event of {allure, this 
may have some merit in certain combinations. However, this rationale would not make sense in 
the context, of the combination of Kamp and Ito et ah given that the stated problem to be solved 
•for making the combination is "facilitating the assembly and disassembly of the inductive heating 
device.. A 'The actual inductive heating device in Kamp comprises the inductors 2, 3 in 
combination with conductive supports 9 and 10 within a cathode ray tube 4, Thus, it. is 
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somewhat nonsensical to assert ihat the assembly of ito et al, would be pertinent to facilitating 
assembh and .iisassembh ot the inductors 2. 3 and the supports 9, 10. since one merely has to 
move the cathode ray tube 4 between the inductors 2, 3 in Kamp to "assemble" the actual 
inductive heating device. To add the coupler of Ito et al. to Kanrp for achieving that purpose 
would simply be superfluous, and, in reality, untenable. 

Moreover, to assert that it would be obvious to inductively couple the primary coil 24 in 
Kamp to the secondary coil 13 is also a dubious, since this would likely render Kamp unfit for its 
intended construction. If is to be noted that the inductive coupling of Ito et ah is merely for 
energy transfer, not for voltage transformation as is done by the generator 1 of Kiamp. 
Specifically. Kamp requires that the secondary winding 13 be composed of a single turn around a 
core 12 (See col, 2, 11. 55-56). An inductive coupling with a single winding on the secondary of 
the inductive coupling would likely not be efficacious to actually deliver the proper current to the 
inductors 2 and 3, as well as accomplish a voltage transformation (which is not contemplated nor 
acuta!!} feasible with the system of Ito et ah)- Further, such an arrangement would also increase 
both production and operational costs since the replacement "parts'* in the combination of Kamp 
with Ito et ah, would fee the parts of the transformer of generator 1 . To add the complexity of an 
inductive coupling to this, whether in original production or for replacement would add cost to 
the system of Kamp, not reduce costs, it makes better economical sense to simply replace the 
high frequency generator made simply with a coil wound transformer, than essentially replace the 
same parts having the added complexity and cost of an inductive coupling. Additionally, the 
transformer parts {13. 13, 24} would not frequently fail since no heating is being effected in the 
transformer itself thus further making the suggested combination unnecessarily costly and 
omplex, \ cl tics hi ^ sibilit) \ real bent f or advanta 

In light of the foregoing comments, claim I is submitted to be allowable over Kamp and 
Ito et ah. either alone or in combination. 

Dependent claims 3 and 4 depend from claim 1 and are believed to fee allowable .for al 
least the same reasons and also on their own merits. Furthermore, claim 1 is generic to 
withdrawn claims 2 and 5-12 and these claims should be rejoined for examination based on the 
allowability of claim 1 , 
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With respect to independent method claim 13, this claim features, among other things, 
"coupling a sleeve disposed at a first end of cable assembly to the power supply; where the sleeve 
includes a secondary coil and a second portion of inductor core where the sleeve encloses at least 
a portion of the second coil and at leasi a portion of the second portion of the inductor core." 
Applicant respectfully submits that the cited references, either combined or taken separately , fail 
t. f is - v I powci supply \hneo\e du. cited iclerenecN 

do not teach or suggest a cable assembly with a sleeve disposed at one end thereof having a 
secondary coil and a portion of an inductor core where the sleeve includes a secondary coil and a 
second portion of inductor core where the sleeve encloses at least a portion of the second coil and 
at least a portion of the second portion of the inductor core. Accordingly, claim 13 is submitted 
to be allowable over Kamp and I to et al. because these references do not teach or suggest all of 
the elements of the claim, either taken singly or in combination. 

Concerning independent claim 19, the Office Action repeats an assertion that the cathode 
ray tube 4 of Kamp is taught to he electrically coupled to the secondary coil 13. Applicant again 
respectfully submits thai secondary coil 13 is not electrically coupled to the supports or the tube 
4, but magnetically coupled. Thus, the teachings of Kamp still fall short of the claimed term "the 
secondary coil being electrically coupled to the work head," Also of note here, the claim 
language further distinguishes electrical coupling and magnetic coupling, so it cannot be said that 
supports 9 and 1.0 are "inherently" electrically coupled, when they are in fact only magnetically 
coupled. The additional teachings of Ito et al. do not make up for this deficiency. Most notably, 
the present Office Action relies on Ito et al. as only providing a teaching of removably coupling a 
primary coil (i.e., coil 24 in Kamp) from a secondary coil (i.e., coil 13 in Kamp). Thus, this does 
not address or resolve the untenable assertion that tube 4 is "electrically coupled"' to the 
secondary coil 13, when in fact it is not. 

Accordingly, for at least the reason above, claim 19 Is believed to be allowable over the 
teachings of Kamp, and Ito et al., either taken separately or combined. 

Dependent claims 20 and 21 depend from claim 19 and are thus allowable for at least the 
same reasons presented above and also on their own merits' . 
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Claim 28 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kamp (U.S. 
Patent No -f S ! - i jcw oi In- c \pnltc nit kwu! ti r \ ws h s k jc son for the 
following reasons. 

With respect to independent claim 28, the Office Action asserts that Kamp discloses all of 
the elements of this claim except for the inductive coupling removably coupling the coils. 
\p k it s - v lisagrees 

Claim 28, features, among other things, "a cable assembly having , . ,a second end 
electrically coupled to a work head." As argued above with respect to claim 19, Kamp does not 
teach that tube 4 h "electrically coupled" to the secondary coil 13. Accordingly, Kamp does not 
meet the claim element above. 

Furthermore, claim 28 features "a cable assembly having a first end electrically coupled 
to and at least partially enclosing a secondary coil." Ito et a!, simply fails to teach such an 
element, since the coupler disclosed therein (e.g., eases 1 and 2) is neither a cable assembly nor a 
cable assembly configured to at least partially enclose a secondary coil Accordingly, the cited 
references ba ther fail to teach or suggest ail of the elements of claim 28 and the present rejection 
should be withdrawn, accordingly. 
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ConcjHsion 

in conclusion. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1-28 are in condition for 
allowance ami requests that a Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. Should the Examiner 
have any questions, please contact the undersigned. 

No fees are believed to be necessary for this response, however, should any fees be due, 
please charge any additional fees associated with the prosecution of this application to Deposit 
Account No. 13-3723. litis authorization includes the fee for any necessary extension of time 
under 37 CFR § 1..136(a). To the extent any such extension should become necessary, it is hereby 
requested. 

Rc pecti ii hi iii i 
it- 

Pamela 1 Stew irt Ih 4o 45,707 
Telephone No.: 651-733-2059 

Office of Intellectual Property Counsel 

M til !\v I x If I 

Facsimile Mo.: 651-736-3833 
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